From: Carr, Brian

To: cbcooke@gmail.com

Cc: Singerman, Joel

Subject: Fw: Gowanus CSO Order - Draft revised Short List Report
Date: Tuesday, July 07, 2015 9:14:48 AM

Attachments: Tank Siting comments.docx

Brad,

Part 2/2.

Brian E. Carr

Assistant Regional Counsel

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region 2

Office of Regional Counsel

290 Broadway, 17th Floor

New York, NY 10007

212-637-3170 phone

212-637-3104 fax

carr.brian@epa.gov

From: Tsiamis, Christos

Sent: Thursday, May 7, 2015 5:34 PM

To: Clarke, Kevin

Cc: King, Christopher; Rousakis, John; Licata, Angela; Robert W. Schick, P.E (rxschick@gw.dec.state.ny.us); Gary
Kline (gekline@gw.dec.state.ny.us); Degueldre, Lindsay; Carr, Brian; Moriarty, Kenneth

Subject: RE: Gowanus CSO Order - Draft revised Short List Report

Kevin,

Attached please find EPA's comments on the Draft revised Short List Report for the location of the retention tanks
called for in EPA's Record of Decision.

Please let me know if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

Christos Tsiamis

Senior Project Manager

New York Remediation Branch
USEPA

290 Broadway, 20th Floor
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COMMENTS ON NEW YORK CITY DEP’S “GOWANUS CANAL CSO TANK SITING” MEMO



General Comment:



There are several critical omissions and unrealistic assumptions that were utilized in assigning the weighing factors to the ranking elements listed in Attachment A, which ranks potential sites for the location of the retention tanks in the vicinity of tank location RH-34 as specified in EPA’s Record of Decision. 



[bookmark: _GoBack]For example, the “Land Use and Environmental” criterion for “Known contamination/hazardous materials” has been given a weighting factor of 15.  The description of the scaling factors does not include the assumption that the site will be remediated by others, namely National Grid, if excavation for the construction of a retention tank takes place and, therefore, would not be the responsibility of New York City (NYC).  In addition, tank locations RH-3 and RH-4 have been given different ratings, although both of the sites are known to have significant contamination and RH-4 is also known to have large underground structures that will have to be removed.  In addition, as mentioned above, these locations will not be remediated by NYC.  Therefore, the ratings for this criterion should be at least the same and they should have a much higher rating than the one assigned because NYC would not be responsible for their remediation.  This ranking criterion should be redefined and the scaling factor should be applied properly taking into account the above considerations.  



Another criterion that is improperly assessed is the “Land Use and Environmental” criterion for “Property Acquisition.”  This criterion is given a weighting factor of only 10%, which is much less than the 30% weighting factor assigned to the “proximity to existing infrastructure” criterion and two other criteria.  NYC’s ability to build on property that it already owns, so that it does not have to acquire property that currently is at a premium in the Gowanus area, should have a much higher weighting factor than the one assigned.  In our estimate, the weighing factor for this criterion should be at least 20%, if not 30%.  



A weighing of 30% would be in line with the NYCDEP Commissioner’s statement at the 2014 Wyckoff Gardens public meeting that cost would be very important in considering the tank locations.  It would also take into account the rapidly increasing costs for land acquisition in the area and the loss of tax revenue in perpetuity for at least two parcels that comprise tank location RH-3, the sum of which would be presumably much higher than the additional construction and operational costs that might be associated with tank location RH-4.  NYC should also assume that any costs associated with the temporary relocation of the pool and services and their eventual restoration in tank location RH-4 would be at least shared with other parties.     



For similar reasons, unless the costs associated with the “Proximity to Existing Infrastructure” criterion (i.e., the approximate costs of additional conveyance pipes) are comparable with the “Property Acquisition” costs, which is unlikely, as acquisition costs are in the tens of millions of dollars, the weighting factor assigned to the “Proximity to Existing Infrastructure” criterion should be reduced.



Please revise the rankings taking into account the above considerations.    






New York, NY 10007

(212)637-4257

From: Clarke, Kevin [mailto:kclarke@dep.nyc.gov]
Sent: Monday, March 30, 2015 3:14 PM

To: Tsiamis, Christos

Cc: King, Christopher; Rousakis, John; Licata, Angela; Robert W. Schick, P.E (rxschick@gw.dec.state.ny.us); Gary
Kline (gekline@gw.dec.state.ny.us); Degueldre, Lindsay; Carr, Brian; Moriarty, Kenneth

Subject: RE: Gowanus CSO Order - Draft revised Short List Report

Christos:

Attached please find a revised draft of the Gowanus CSO Tank Siting Short-List report based on EPA's latest
comments. Please let me know if you have any questions or further comments.

Thank you,

Kevin

Kevin Clarke, P.E. | Portfolio Manager | NYC Environmental Protection | (O) 718 595 5995 | (C) 347-461-7400 |
kclarke@dep.nyc.gov
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